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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO, )
) NO. 44956
Plaintiff-Respondent, )
) ADA COUNTY NO. CR-FE-2016-4411
v. )
)




STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Following a jury trial, Katie Marie Beasley was convicted of possession of a controlled
substance, and acquitted of possession of paraphernalia.  The district court sentenced
Ms. Beasley to a unified term of four years, with one year fixed, and suspended the sentence and
placed Ms. Beasley on probation for a period of five years.  Ms. Beasley contends the district
court abused its discretion when it imposed this sentence upon her considering the mitigating
factors that exist in this case.
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Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
On April 6, 2016, Ms. Beasley and her husband, Tucker Martin, parked a truck and a
flatbed  trailer  in  a  driveway  in  Meridian,  Idaho.   (R.,  p.111.)   The  owners  of  the  property  on
which Ms. Beasley and Mr. Martin parked called the police to report the truck as suspicious.
(R., p.112.)  Ada County Sheriff’s Deputy John Rynhart was in the area due to reports of
suspected drug activity, and responded to the scene to question Ms. Beasley and Mr. Martin.
(R., pp.111-12.)  Ms. Beasley and Mr. Martin said they were having problems with the trailer,
and stopped to call a friend.  (R., p.112.)  Deputy Rynhart thought this was suspicious, informed
Ms. Beasley and Mr. Martin they were not free to leave, and called a canine officer to the scene.
(R., p.112.)  The canine officer arrived after approximately 30 minutes, and alerted on the truck.
(R., p.113.)  The officers searched the truck and did not discover any contraband inside.
(R., p.112.)  The officers then searched the surrounding area, locating a glove containing a pipe
and methamphetamine residue near the front porch where Ms. Beasley had been standing when
she first encountered Deputy Rynhart.  (R., p.113.)  Ms. Beasley denied ownership of the glove
and its contents.  (R., p.114; State’s Ex. 7.)
Ms.  Beasley  was  charged  by  Information  with  felony  possession  of  a  controlled
substance (methamphetamine) and misdemeanor possession of drug paraphernalia.  (R., pp.37-
38.)  She filed a motion to suppress, which the district court denied.  (R., pp.60-67, 110-19.)  The
case proceeded to trial, and the jury found Ms. Beasley guilty of possession of a controlled
substance, and not guilty of possession of paraphernalia.  (R., p.157.)  The district court
sentenced Ms. Beasley to a unified term of four years, with one year fixed, and suspended the
sentence and placed Ms. Beasley on probation for a period of five years.  (3/13/17 Tr., p.97, L.18
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– p.98, L.3; R., p.171.)  The judgment of conviction was entered on March 23, 2017, and
Ms. Beasley filed a timely notice of appeal on March 28, 2017.  (R., pp.172-81, 187-90.)
ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it sentenced Ms. Beasley to a unified term of four
years, with one year fixed, for possession of a controlled substance?
ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Sentenced Ms. Beasley To A Unified Term Of
Four Years, With One Year Fixed, For Possession Of A Controlled Substance
Ms. Beasley asserts that, given any view of the facts, her unified sentence of four years,
with one year fixed, for possession of a controlled substance is excessive.  Where, as here, the
sentence imposed by the district court is within statutory limits, “the appellant bears the burden
of demonstrating that it is a clear abuse of discretion.” State v. Miller, 151 Idaho 828, 834
(2011) (quoting State v. Windom, 150 Idaho 873, 875 (2011)).  “When a trial court exercises its
discretion in sentencing, ‘the most fundamental requirement is reasonableness.’” Id. (quoting
State v. Hooper, 119 Idaho 606, 608 (1991)).  “A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to
accomplish  the  primary  objective  of  protecting  society  and  to  achieve  any  or  all  of  the  related
goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution.” Id. (citation omitted).  “When reviewing the
reasonableness of a sentence this Court will make an independent examination of the record,
‘having regard to the nature of the offense, the character of the offender and the protection of the
public interest.’” Id. (quoting State v. Shideler, 103 Idaho 593, 594 (1982)).
The sentence the district court imposed upon Ms. Beasley was not reasonable considering
the nature of her offense and her character, and was not necessary to protect the public interest.
Ms. Beasley was convicted of possession of a controlled substance based on methamphetamine
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residue found in a glove, of which she consistently denied ownership.  (Presentence Investigation
Report (“PSI”), p.4.)  It is notable that Ms. Beasley rejected a pretrial offer to plead to the
misdemeanor paraphernalia charge in exchange for dismissal of the felony charge.  (PSI, p.4.)
Even if she possessed or constructively possessed the methamphetamine residue at issue, her
offense did not warrant a term of incarceration, even a suspended term.  The State did not allege
Ms.  Beasley  was  under  the  influence  of  drugs  at  the  time  she  was  arrested,  and  there  is  no
indication her actions presented a danger to anyone other than herself.  This was Ms. Beasley’s
first felony conviction, and the district court should have imposed a sentence focused on treating
her, rather than punishing her.  (PSI, pp.4-5, 10.)
The sentence imposed upon Ms. Beasley was also not warranted by her character.
Ms. Beasley has struggled with drug addiction, but is deeply committed to her family.  (PSI,
p.10.)  She is the mother of four young children, ages two to twelve, who need her in their lives.
(PSI, pp.7-8.)  The presentence investigator recommended probation, noting Ms. Beasley had
protective prosocial factors including current employment, financial stability, a support system,
good use of time, and a prosocial outlook.  (PSI, pp.12, 14.)  Numerous family members and
friends submitted letters to the district court attesting to Ms. Beasley’s good character and her
commitment to her family and her religion. (PSI, pp.31-42.)  Counsel for Ms. Beasley requested
a lenient sentence, explaining:
She discussed in the PSI, and I think it’s also reflected in the phone calls I listened
to, a real genuine disgust with herself when she uses methamphetamine . . . .  But
that is not to say that she has issues related to drug use . . . that necessitate a
Rider.  I think that she’s terrified of being in the felony system, and she’s going to
do anything you ask her to do, both for herself to ensure her kids don’t have to be
separated from her, that she can stay sober and be a better person, better mom, but
also not to come back in front of the court and get arrested.
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(3/13/17 Tr., p.90, Ls.11-24.)  Counsel requested a withheld judgment and a four-year term of
probation.  (3/13/17 Tr., p.91, L.25 – p.92, L.5.)  Ms. Beasley also requested probation, stating,
“I  can’t  imagine  not  being  with  my  kids  for  that  long.   My  mom  is  disabled  and  my  husband
works full time.  I don’t even know what they would do.  My youngest is two, and . . . I just ask
you give me a chance on probation.”  (3/13/17 Tr., p.94, Ls.16-20.)  In light of the mitigating
factors that exist in this case, and notwithstanding the aggravating factors, the district court
abused its discretion when it sentenced Ms. Beasley to a unified term of four years, with one year
fixed, even though it suspended the sentence and placed Ms. Beasley on probation.
CONCLUSION
Ms. Beasley respectfully requests that this Court reduce her sentence as it deems
appropriate.  Alternatively, she requests that this Court remand this case to the district court for a
new sentencing hearing.
DATED this 19th day of October, 2017.
___________/s/______________
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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